3 

ED 106 897 


DOCUMENT BESUME ' 

<r 


EA 007 019 


AUTHOR 

TITLE 

PUB DATE 
NOTE. | 


EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 


Barbe, Richard H. . 

Dynamic Systems and Static Goals: An rBducational 
Dilemma. K ' > , . 

' Apr 75 : •. 

7p.'; Paper presented at th^ Annual Meeting of the 
Aaerican Educational Research Association (60th, 
Washington, D.C., March 31-April 4, 1975); Not 
available in hard copy due to marginal legibility of 
original document 

0F^$O.76 HC Not Available from EDRS. PLUS POSTAGE’ 
♦Decision Making; Educational Administration; 
♦Educational Objectives; ♦InRut Output Analysis; 
♦Social Values; ♦Systems Analysis 


* < • 

l ‘ ABSTRACT ' : . 

Educators have historically tried to limit the 
• openness of the educational Wsten by determining what factors from 
the society as a whole are, allowed to influence decision-making. 

- other system components have been held to be.mord properly designed 
by-professionals apart from £5cietal impact. Change through time in 
the educational system Occurs so rapidly that by the time a system is 
designed and.implemented, the objective is out-of-date. A dominant or 
consensual value of society should not be expressed as an educational 
.goal, but as it can be made manifest in a decision-making strategy. 

(Author/HLP) * 
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Ail EDUCATIONAL DILEIEIA 

% 

.ic ’.ard li. Barbe 


Let ne state tne point of this paper directly, right from t ie out- 

-.i_ ♦ - 

set,- so t.-at it will not get lost in tne,verbiage of illustration and_ 
explanation:- -if the decision-making strategies of an open system are 

i ^ S 

designed to be consistent with a dominant or consensual value of the 

4 % - 

s'uprasysten ,(environment); taen any decision'made, regardless of ita 

r 

direction, will be consistent with that value and, hence, wjlll be 
judged appropriate by the environment (^uprasystem). I*n the schem¬ 
atic illustration of various systems, there are decision-making 

'• ;• * . * 

points- feither shown directly or implied. The input or informa- 

tion-flow into these decisions comes from either other subsystems 

or frpm the suprasystenj. B±it wha^ is rarely illustrated is. the input 

into the structuring of the decision-making process itself. -hat we 

• r 

have, in other words, is information usef&l to the'-'decision. Uhat 
we do not have is information on the-strategies for decision-making. 
What information, for example, tells us who—what person or What 
group—will make the decision? Uhat information tells us how to 
prioritize such decision .basac as personal*pleasure, political .ex¬ 
pedience, economic miserliness, social benefit, etc.? In flow- -^p 

* *• . 

o • • . f 

chart language, what we haVe is an input line entering an empty de- 

> , . 


V- 


clslon di-amondv 

In education, 1 it seems toyne, we hata historically tripd to.limit 
severely the oneness of o*jr system. We have developed -rathfer sophis¬ 
ticated mechanisms for determining what environmental factors we yill- 
permit ourselves to be influenced b^. Perhaps it would be much more. 
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accurate, here, to speak of the schooling system rather than the edu- 

‘; e> - _ 

cationdl system.. Then the .point would hardly need elaboration.. The 

H ' . «• 

disjunctions between the schooling system and its larger social system 

» ' .4 

have beer, rather passionately described by others. ’ 

, ' r 

But the•mechanisms, in ays terns-theoretic terms, by which ve have 

limited this openness d 6 , 1 think, provide some useful clues af>out 

„ . ; ' 

change. Generally, what ve have done is to limit the' interaction to 
one operation, or task called, variously, "define objective," "specify 

- ' • « • # t j 

"goai.s,*' or, by simila'r 'titles. Y/c have limited the'•op ( nness of the 

r“ “ * 7jT“ ■ 

this one activity j * • I—A 

.. The other system components have been-held to be more "professional" 

/ . j- . - 

in character. That is^they appear to be most properly-deoignen, by • 


professionals, apart*from direct suprasystem impact. Relating this 
to two educational systems' models, it appears that the change from 

i * ' • » 

toput to innut in the 3.I.G.S. model of the iiaccias and the.shift : 

* t » ♦ 

from input to information * in David Ryans' 1963 model are, by implica¬ 


tion, self-selective operations. That is, the educational system — 

not its suprasystem -- determines for itselfi what.from the environment 

. ' * 

. * • » . 
is relevant to t ie design and functioning of edupatiLon.* , * 

I-t^vould appear that there afe tw.o_Qurrefit, related-and conflict- > 
* 

ing. trends in education. " - ' 7/ 


First, the membrane, separating the education %ys 


. • •' / 

n System from it; 


.ts en- 


vi^onmental suprasystem is becoming increasingly permeable., hike ’ 

Nunnery of tiie University of Florida presented-a paper at the i975 5 / 

* * * V * » 

meeting of AERA in which he listed four significant education treifds, 
the first of .wnicn was the increasing disappearance of the boundary 
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between e'-'upa tiona»l administration and cover nance avid public admini- 

™ * ■ ■—i* % 

• V , I ■ * 

stration and governance. He. cited several examples, Among these were: 

(1) the increased fusion of ’^man services, including education,•in- 

• ^ * | * • • 1 

to single governmental agencies; (2) the' opening up'of many adt^inistra- 

m I 

tive and governing bodies'* dilibei.at.iQns--the so-called "qunshine" laws 

and (2)the .decentralization''- of some administrative functions — the cre- 
; _ • • - • n • 

ation of area oi. subdistrice boards to subdivide large school dis- 

* V. 

tricts, for instance, iiany other indications* exis-t to show the increas 

- . - - 

ing pressure from the environment to impact the education system more . 

• , . * , * - / . 

directly.' * . ~ , ¥*• 

t . ’ • «■ 

•• ' In.oooosifcion to this trend is the tendency of the education sys¬ 
tem :o channel, to structure, to regularize, to ro«tinlz.o an-1,."heneo, 

, to control such impact. The creation of community councils and lay ad- 

' . • • 

viSory ho lies and the increased use of the Delphi and other * technique?** 

» • 

* / * * 

are. providing additional information from the environment to the edu- 

/ 

Qat;i'oniotr.. * And this-is important. But sUch mechanisms do,, at the 
same time, regulate the kinds, amounts and entry*joints of such in¬ 
formation. •In shorty thin produces a limited, or regulated, system 
v - 

openness. ' . 


Poth of these trends hsve reinforced each other and together 


the$ 


have prompted a significant interest in and concern for educa¬ 


tional objectives or goals. Societal concerns are.s>tisfiecl if the m 

*■'** * ? ■ * \ 

objectives represent sufficiently well” these same societal, concerns; 

educators* protective needs are satisfied if tdieir design and,opera- 

* * . / ,* • 

tion functions are not impacted directly. ‘ 

This goal concern has been reinforced, too, by educational sys- _ 
terns engineers. In general, t#ves'e people have not sought to apply. 



/ 


.1 

- 4 - 




/ 


systems theory concepts directly to educational design, father, they 

^ ' • 

have, most often, borrowed systems'■ applications from other fields—. 

• . » , * 

Engineering and corporate management mo.s.t notably--and have tried to . 

. * 7 1 

adapt- those applications to education. And most all of these appli- 

* 0 f e . ‘ • 

cations are linear, program models. '.Chat is, they presume the speci¬ 
fication of a single, static j^oal as prerequisite to Systeta design, -y. 

, \ 7 ; 

And so we have environmental,concerns, educationists' needs and 
engineer^^promises fdsing into a growing tendency to *try to establish „ 

concrete objectives for educational .processes. , • 

. ✓ v • . 

And at sa.ie levels this, can‘be done successfully. i 7 or'small edu¬ 
cational sub3ysteras--particular, specific uniats of instruction, for 


example—there is a sufficient degre^ of constancy to permit the im* 

plementation of the Subsystem before the objective becpmesl dysfunctional. 

• , % 

• *• • 

•In such'a subsystem there is also the opportunity to stand off 

on a perspective-providing'platform. A location which permits view- - 

• ' *,» t, Y 

ing and, thus; designing based on a total view—\je can see the entire 

•subsystem and all of its components all at once. 

^ 3*ut in. education vrit^'large, i.e., the education system^ neither 


■ * 


of 


th#O^C( 


conditions can be found. Change through time is rapid enough 

" " A 

that-we suffer from what Johp-Hayman calls the "out-of-l’;ilter time 

problem."' 3y 'ahe time we designgand implement a system, the objec- 

* /• . . ■ • - " 

tive is out- of date, x • 

^ ■ * . • » 

% . * .• ^ O 

And, there is no platform from-which to view education wholisti- 

' V • ", \ . * , ' 

cally. As we ^educators ^ry to describe and Resign educa tional^^ys terns, 


we must be aware 


of the dictum of Pogo-T "...th^/is us." \ 


We are in- 


sl^e the system, shaking it and, rattling it as try to model .it;- . 

• • ■ * , 

If this *i3 sufficient statement of the dilemna^-then, iretupn to'* 

V . - . ' , 
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the point; made at the ; outset for one possible solution. 

; . gf 

' if there ic in society, or at any level of soclety; a dominant or. 

• - • # _ 

consensual value, let it be expressed hot as a goal but as it can be 

• • * 

« 

made manifest in q decision-ualcing strategy. Let the trays ^Ln trhich 

. educators make decisions reflect the value(s) pf their constituent 

publics and the educational system trill be publicly doomed to success. 

« • 

There ic one precedent example. .Thomas Jefferson and. the ather 

.drafters of * the U. C. Constitution did not try to "forecast the trorld 

- / of, even, tha nineteenth century, uor did they try to orescribe such 
/ 

a future. Rather they built decision-making, raechaniswe-^rhich, .them- 

it ’ 

selves, reflected a value held by consensus to- be timeless^ Their'pro- 

> • • • 
cescec.are being tested‘today as never .before, but'therc is still, some 

reason (of is it l?.ut-.a hope) to believe that these processes can, and 
• . 

trill remain vital. . ' 

V • I 

* * ' - 

I .A Similar design strategy in. education appears to be vorth con¬ 


siders tiQA. 


I . 
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